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Summary 
 
This exploratory case study looks at the implementation of an adjusted budgeting practice at a 
market leader in the Dutch catering industry. The goal of the paper is to verify the applicability of the 
EAF in understanding the change processes involved when budgeting practices are changed. The 
research is formulated around the budgeting paradox debate which reveals that despite strong 
disadvantages to the traditional budgeting approach, there remains limited empirical evidence of 
organizations changing their approach to budgeting. 
Waal, Hermkens-Janssen, & Ven (2011) provide a framework, named the Evolutionary Adoption 
Framework, that looks to uncover potential reasons for the existence of the budgeting paradox. This 
is done by looking at four aspects that play a role in acceptance of changes by organizational 
members: the motives of the people involved, the constraints that may influence activities, the 
activities in the adoption process and the order and interaction of activities. This paper applies the 
framework on the two business units at Albron, Catering and Leisure in order to examine the 
different levels of adoption of the newly implemented rolling forecast. 
It becomes apparent that the factors uncovered through the Evolutionary Adoption Framework do 
influence the adoption of budgeting practices in organizations and help explain the adoption levels 
within Albron. The exploratory case study findings show that the pre-conscious constraints present at 
Catering along with the complexity of the business unit and the instability of the unit structure are 
the primary factors influencing implementation and institutionalism of the new budgeting practice. 
The paper uses the case study findings to suggest an expansion of the original Evolutionary Adoption 
Framework, which reflects a process view when looking at the adoption of budgeting practices. The 
role of leadership and momentum to change, visible in the accounting change model (Cobb, Helliar, 
& Innes, 1995), have an important task when attempting to overcome potential barriers or 
constraints that may hamper adoption of new budgeting practices. These factors are supported by 
evidence in the case study findings. 
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Chapter 1 Introduction 
The environment in which organizations operate has become more uncertain, competitive and 
dynamic, in addition to organizations themselves becoming more complex (Frow, Marginson & 
Ogden, 2010). Organizations have the option of adapting the way they do business and the 
management control practices they use to do so. Traditional budgets are perceived as being 
incapable of meeting the demands of the modern, dynamic business environment (Wallin & Ekholm, 
2000). However, budgets continue to play a central role in management control practices within 
organizations and this importance makes it interesting to look deeper into the process by which 
organizations seek to adjust their budgeting practices. However, limited empirical evidence is evident 
that shows organizations adapting new budgeting techniques (Hope & Fraser, 2003).  
Why are organizations not changing their budgeting processes to better suit this different business 
environment? De Waal, Hermkens-Janssen & van de Ven (2011) attempt to explain the existence of 
the ‘budgeting paradox’. Despite strong disadvantages to the traditional budgeting approach, a 
paradox is evident as there remains limited empirical evidence of organizations changing their 
approach to budgeting. The authors conclude that there needs to be a certain momentum for change 
before organizations consider changing their current practices. A number of different factors are 
presented that play a role in the decision to change or not to change an organization’s budgeting 
practices. These factors in turn contribute to the acceptance of adjusted management practices. The 
Evolutionary Adoption Framework (EAF) was developed to help provide insight into these factors (De 
Waal, Hermkens-Janssen & van de Ven, 2011). It is proposed that understanding these factors will 
help managers and organizations that are thinking of changing or adjusting their management 
control practices. This paper seeks to explore the existence of similar factors in the catering industry 
in the Netherlands by performing a case study at one the industry’s market leaders. The goal is to 
verify the applicability of the EAF in understanding the change processes involved when budgeting 
practices are changed. It may come to light that a revised EAF based on the findings in the case study 
is more relevant.  
Albron B.V. (Albron) started implementing changes to its budgeting processes in 2011. The 
organization choose to shift from a traditional budgeting process towards a rolling forecast. This 
paper applies the EAF on the situation at Albron through an exploratory case study at the 
organization’s two business units, Catering and Leisure. A case study is an empirical inquiry that 
“investigates a contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context and addresses a situation in 
which the boundaries between phenomenon and context are not clearly evident.” (Yin R., 1993). This 
case study focuses on the factors affecting the adoption of the rolling forecast process at Albron. The 
two business units seem to have different levels of adoption concerning the newly implemented 
rolling forecast processes. Can the EAF help explain the different levels of adoption between the two 
business units? Do the research findings suggest or implicate possible adjustments of the original 
framework that helps us understand the process of adoption of changes to the budgeting process? 
This leads to the central research question of this paper: 
To what extent can the Evolutionary Adoption Framework explain different adoption levels of the 
rolling forecast process in the business units at Albron? 
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2 Methodology 
Drawing on the goal on the paper, chapter 2 introduces the methodology of the paper. It introduces 
the used research method in paragraph 2.1. The case study organization is introduced in paragraph 
2.2. 
 
2.1 Research method 
Case studies are form of holistic research that move away from positive empirical methodology 
wherein statistical generalizations are the goal. They are interpretive in nature. Social sciences have a 
strong influence in this regard, looking to understand why situations arise in specific situations. Ryan, 
Scapens & Theobold (2002) point out that findings of a case study are by nature focused on specific 
context, which is observed in the case. A case study attempts to develop understandings that provide 
reasons for what has been observed. Accounting practices have a strong social nature connected to 
human behavior and the focus on particular cases, make an interpretive methodology more 
adequate. Ryan, Scapens & Theobold (2002) describe a number of potential case studies: descriptive, 
illustrative, experimental, exploratory and explanatory case studies. Exploratory case studies are 
recommended when reasons for certain accounting practices are sought. This case study observes 
the adoption of the adjusted budgeting process at Albron. It attempts to explore the factors that play 
a role in the adoption process of adjusted budgeting practices at Albron and gain insight into how 
budgeting practices are adopted.  
In order to investigate the phenomenon a theoretical foundation is built in chapter 3. The review of 
the literature describes the traditional budget and the criticism academic literature suggests against 
it. Potential alternatives to the traditional budget are brought forward and potential reasons for the 
existence of the budgeting paradox are described. This is done to understand the origins of the EAF 
and place the case study organization in the relevant setting. Furthermore relevance of institutional 
theory when looking at changes in budgeting practices is discussed and placed in the dimensions of 
the framework. The following questions guide this theoretical review: 
- What are the advantages and disadvantages of traditional budgeting practices? 
- Which alternative budgeting practices exist in relation to traditional budgets? 
- What are potential reasons for the existence of the budgeting paradox? 
- What factors play a role in the process of the adoption of changes in budgeting practices within 
organizations? 
- How is institutional theory relevant when looking at changes to budgeting practices in the 
Evolutionary Adoption Framework? 
The EAF is presented as a tool for exploring the factors that play a role in the adoption process of the 
adjusted budgeting processes at Albron. In order to be able to analyze the results of the case study 
findings, the previous budgeting process is first described in chapter 4.1 by using archive research, 
observations and additional information gathered from interviews. Ryan, Scapens & Theobold  (2002) 
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describe the following data collection techniques: artifacts; questionnaires; interviews; observing 
actions and meetings; assessing the outcomes of actions. The interviews were based on the 
questionnaire (see appendix 1.1 Interview questions) as constructed by Waal, Hermkens-Janssen & 
Ven (2011). In general the questions are open-ended and freedom was given to answer questions 
freely. The questions are structured. They focus on the factors and constraints presented in the EAF. 
Answers to the questions made it possible to describe the factors that play a role in acceptance of 
changes in the budgeting process at Albron in general and at its two business units. The semi-
structured interviews took place starting with the CFO and the Financial and Control managers of two 
business units, Catering and Leisure. Consent was given by the CFO to approach other members of 
the organization for interviews, which allowed interviews to be planned with business controllers 
within the respective business units (see Appendix 1.2 Interview list). Most of interviewees employed 
at Albron were present before and during the transitional period. Contact was first made via e-mail 
asking if interviewees are available and willing to participate. Once willingness was communicated, 
an appointment was scheduled, primarily at the main office in De Meern. Permission was given in all 
interviews to allow recording so that verification of the interviews would be possible at a later point. 
All interviews were summarized afterwards in textual form and e-mailed to the interviewees for 
validation of contents.  The researcher has been involved with the company since August 2012 and 
archives describing the transition had been made available for use. The role of the researcher is an 
important aspect when undertaking case study research. Potential types are the outsider, visitor, 
facilitator, participant and actor (Ryan, Scapens, & Theobold, 2002). In a case study it is near 
impossible for the researcher to remain independent. This is especially true when furfilling the role of 
actor. In this particular case study the researcher was primarily a participant being employed at the 
organization for a number of years. At times the role shifted closely to that of an actor, sitting close 
to the observed process. In general the researcher tried to focus on the role of researcher when 
collecting data and attempted to remain as objectief as possible by following the case study 
methodology presented. The research design worked as a guide in this process. 
Reliability and validity are important factors when performing quantitative research. However, social 
reality is subjective and not able to produce the same validity as in positivism. Alternative qualitative 
criteria are proposed instead.  Ryan, Scapens & Theobold (2002) explain that procedual reliability and 
contextual validity are relevant in case study research. Procedual reliability is needed to ensure the 
correct methods are used when designing the case study and the adequate procedures are used. The 
researcher needs to have a clear research plan with correlating research questions that clearly state 
the objects to be studied. All data must also be documented correctly and be accessible. Contextual 
validity addresses the credibility of case study evidence and the conclusions that are made. Various 
forms of triangulation make contextual validity possible and method triangulation, data traingulation 
and research traingulation are elements that aid this process (Ryan, Scapens, & Theobold, 2002). As 
mentioned above, various methods were used to gather information such as interviews, artifacts and 
observations. The data from the various sources was compared in order to attempt to traingulate the 
various data. Interviews were compared to evaluations and observations during meetings. This 
helped improve the contextual validity of the research. 
The EAF framework is being applied on the case study organization to discover if similar factors 
emerge as possible influences of the acceptance of changes in the budgeting process in the catering 
industry with the following questions: 
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- How did the adoption process take place within the business unit Catering and which factors played 
a role in the adoption process? 
- How did the adoption process take place within the business unit Leisure and which factors played a 
role in the adoption process? 
On the basis of the these findings, the paper looks to uncover if the different levels of adoption 
regarding the implementation of the rolling forecast process at Albron’s two business units, can be 
explained by applying the EAF.  
- How can the EAF explain the different levels of adoption within the two business units? 
This leads to the theoretical and practical implications of the case study. It could be possible that 
findings from the case study indicate to adaptions or elements that are missing from the original 
framework.  
- Are there theoretical implications for the Evolutionary Adoption Framework based on the case 
study findings? 
 
2.2 The case study organization 
The history of Albron started 100 years ago and the modern organization gained its current form 
when BRN and Service One Catering fused in 1997. The shares of the organization are held by a 
foundation. The organization is the largest independent food service organization in The 
Netherlands. It operates on the Dutch market providing foodservices in various industries with 
current focus on two business units, Catering and Leisure. Activities are carried out at 900 locations 
with 5.000 employees and 100.000 transactions per day. Revenue was 270 million euro in 2013. The 
catering segment is split into three segments, namely Key, Care and Regular accounts. The leisure 
segment is divided into two segments, namely Daily Recreation and Albron Centerparcs (ACP). The 
rest of this paper will refer to only the two business units, Catering and Leisure. The company’s 
mission is to cater food and beverage under the roof of its customers, with the continuous desire for 
a positive perspective of all parties. The organization seeks to add value to the core activities of its 
clients and to create positive and meaningful moments in the daily life of its customers (Albron 
website, 2015). 
The reason for choosing Albron as a case study organization is that the organization has in the last 
five years decided to change its budgeting practice. The budgeting practice reveals that many 
organizations are changing their budgeting practices and still adhere strongly to the traditional 
annual budget. Albron is an example of an organization that has adopted a new budgeting process. 
The rolling forecast variant has been implemented throughout the organization. This process started 
as a part of an organization wide evaluation in 2011, which resulted in a program named Turn 
Around Albron. Subsequent decisions were made to attempt to turn the company around and once 
again make it profitable. The reason for the evaluation was that the organization saw itself 
dramatically losing contracts and a sharp fall in profits in the period leading towards 2011. The 
company’s position as a market leader was under serious threat. The old business model was based 
on providing service to its customers based on traditional catering. This model no longer seemed 
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viable and the new business model needed to be more proactive with a focus on shifting from 
catering towards hospitality principles. The new model came with a number of implications for the 
Controlling department (Kraaier, T.; Buitenhuis, J., 2014). Six focus areas were to compromise the 
markets wherein the organization would be active and formulas were to be developed to meet the 
demands therein. Clear focus on maximizing operational profits. Standardization of business 
processes at locations throughout the country and head office. The shrinking of traditional markets 
meant a decision to work differently with less people. It was decided that this process would start in 
2011 and would have a long time frame. The transformation process of the budgeting process 
started at Leisure and later was transferred to the rest of the organization. 
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Chapter 3 Literature review 
In this chapter the literature relevant to the case study is introduced and discussed. It starts with 
paragraph 3.1 which discusses the traditional budgeting process. Its definition, uses, disadvantages 
and possible alternatives are discussed. Paragraph 3.2 introduces the phrase ‘budgeting paradox’ 
which forms the origin of the Evolutionary Adoption Framework in paragraph 3.3. This framework 
forms the backbone of this paper. In paragraph 3.4 the place of institutional theory in the EAF is 
sketched. 
 
3.1 Traditional budgeting criticism 
3.1.1 Definition and reasons to budget 
In the literature numerous authors discuss the role of budgets and the reasons to use them. But what 
is a budget? Waal, Hermkens-Janssen & Ven (2011) define a budget as “an agreed upon plan, 
expressed in financial terms, against which performance to be realized in the future is measured and 
compared. The budget is a financial reflection of the organization’s annual operating plan, which in 
turn is a translation of the long-term strategic objectives into short-term actions.” In this process 
several rounds of discussion take place between different management levels before the budget is 
finalized. A performance contract between lower and higher management is created containing the 
targets that are desired. During the year the organization checks to see if it expects to meet the set 
targets. 
Sivabalan, Booth, Malmi & Brown (2009) provide ten operational reasons to budget and place them 
into three categories, namely planning, control and evaluation. Under planning we can place the 
following purposes: coordination of resources; formulation of action plans; management of 
production capacity; determination of required selling prices; encouragement of innovative behavior 
and provision of information to external parties. Control reasons to budget are described as the 
control of costs and board of directors’ monitoring. Business unit- and staff evaluation complete the 
list of ten. Hansen & Stede (2004) provide similar reasons and summarize four reasons to budget, 
namely operational planning, performance evaluation, communication of goals and strategy 
formulation. They point out that operational planning and performance evaluation tend to focus on 
the short term, whereas communication of goals and strategy formation are more applicable to the 
long term. Waal, Hermkens-Janssen & Ven (2011) continue in the same vain and explain that budgets 
compel planning because managers are asked to set realistic goals based on actions that take into 
account what can happen in the future. Budgets also promote coordination and communication 
since an organization wide budget requires coordination of activities between the different 
organizational units or divisions. Often performance evaluation is aided by budgets by linking 
performance to budget goals which take into account future events and not historic results that 
might not be relevant. Finally, budgets motivate employees by setting them goals. These goals need 
to be balanced. They must be realistic but also guide employees in the pursuit of organizational 
goals. 
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3.1.2 Disadvantages of the traditional budget 
In the last two decades much criticism is to be found of the traditional budget process (Bunce, Fraser, 
& Woodcock, 1995); (Neely, Sutcliff, & Heyns, 2001); (Hope & Fraser, 2003); (Hansen, Otley, & van 
der Stede, 2003); (Otley, 1999); (Libby & Lindsay, 2010). It is suggested that these disadvantages have 
arisen because traditional budgeting developed in a time when the environment in which 
organizations practiced was stable. The current business environment has changed and has become 
more competitive and dynamic (Hope & Fraser, 2003). Bunce, Fraser & Woodcock (1995) describe 
the new environment as “volatile, highly competitive and customer-driven”. Previously the market 
was dominated by the influence of the suppliers, but now the customer and demand play the pivotal 
role driven by global competition and rapid commercialization of technology (Bunce, Fraser, & 
Woodcock, 1995). In general it seems that organizations are now confronted with a new situation, 
one wherein conditions of environmental uncertainty are now more prevalent. It then seems logical 
that firms are responding by adopting more complex and flexible organization forms (Frow, 
Marginson, & Ogden, 2010); (Wallin & Ekholm, 2000). These new organizational forms are seen as no 
longer being compatible with the traditional style of budgeting and its accompanying command- and 
control hierarchy. A summary of the most common failings mentioned in the literature are provided 
in the following list (Neely, Sutcliff, & Heyns, 2001): 
 Budgets are time-consuming to put together; 
 Budgets constrain responsiveness and are often a barrier to change; 
 Budgets are rarely strategically focused and often contradictory; 
 Budgets add little value, especially given the time required to prepare them; 
 Budgets concentrate on cost reduction and not value creation; 
 Budgets strengthen vertical command-and-control; 
 Budgets do not reflect the emerging network structures that organizations are adopting; 
 Budgets encourage gaming and perverse behaviors; 
 Budgets are developed and updated too infrequently, usually annually; 
 Budgets are based on unsupported assumptions and guesswork; 
 Budgets reinforce departmental barriers rather than encourage knowledge sharing; 
 Budgets make people feel undervalued. 
 
3.1.3 Alternatives to traditional budgets 
In response to the challenges facing modern organizations a number of new or adjusted budgeting 
practices have been developed. These alternatives attempt to address issues of “anticipation, 
monitoring and empowerment, and less rigid planning and control,” (Wallin & Ekholm, 2000). Activity 
based budgeting, zero base budgeting, value based management, profit planning and rolling 
forecasts are found as the most common practices in current business practices (Neely, Bourne, & 
Adams, 2003). In addition to these alternatives, ‘beyond budgeting’ has received much attention in 
literature (Hope & Fraser, 2003); (Bogsnes, 2009). Proponents argue that traditional budgets are 
“performance traps” wherein organizations are bound by “fixed performance contracts”.  The budget 
cannot adjust with environmental uncertainty, and a decentralized business model is needed with 
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empowerment of employees accompanied by non-financial performance measures and relative 
performance evaluations. 
One method that has received an increasing amount of attention in the ‘beyond budgeting’ literature 
is the rolling forecast. The rolling forecast is an extension of the traditional forecast. A forecast adds 
actual information and updates to the budget to recompile annual budget. According to Hopes 
(2003), a rolling forecast method can help to improve decision making, support regular strategic 
performance reviews and enable senior executives to manage performance expectations. He also 
mentions that the following guidelines to maximizing potential benefits of the rolling forecast 
methodology and a number of actions that should be undertaken to secure these benefits (see 
Appendix 1.3 Forecasting actions). 
 Understand that the purpose of forecasting is not to predict the future but to influence it. 
 Avoid linking forecasts to targets, measures, and rewards. 
 Avoid turning forecasts into contracts and commitments. 
 Don’t allow forecasts to be changed without consultation. 
 Stop forecasting to the wall. 
 
3.2 The budgeting paradox 
Substantial criticism exists of the traditional budgeting process and there is a call for a move away 
from this outdated management practice. However, no significant break from the traditional budget 
is evident despite its apparent failings (Wallin & Ekholm, 2000) and practices seem slow to change 
(Granlund, 2001). This is the ‘budgeting paradox’ that exists today (Waal, Hermkens-Janssen, & Ven, 
2011). Traditional budgeting is the “epitome of an older management philosophy” (Bunce, Fraser, & 
Woodcock, 1995) and its focus is on controlling operational expenditure. It is mainly viewed as an 
instrument to improve internal effectiveness. External effectiveness is an aspect that the annual 
budget generally fails to achieve (Wallin & Ekholm, 2000). It would seem logical then that 
organizations are looking for alternative models to fill this gap. However, despite this logic and the 
before mentioned disadvantages advocated in the literature against the traditional budgeting 
process, it still exists pervasively and continues to influence organizational behavior (Bunce, Fraser, & 
Woodcock, 1995). The budget still functions as the central coordinating mechanism in many firms 
(Otley, 1999) and its importance in controlling costs and achieving predicted financial performance 
remain (Frow, Marginson, & Ogden, 2010). In general the current situation is best summed up by 
Libby & Lindsay (2010) who point out that many firms are not attempting to abandon budgeting but 
more firms are seeking avenues through which to improve these systems and overcome the 
disadvantages of the traditional budgeting practices. We see the emergence of hybrid forms of 
budgets, with firms not totally abandoning the traditional budget (Wallin & Ekholm, 2000). 
But why does the paradox exist? A possible explanation is the need for the existence of a certain 
momentum to change, before companies adopt a new management practice (Waal, Hermkens-
Janssen, & Ven, 2011). Organizations must feel the need to change their current practices. Otherwise 
organizations deem their current processes as satisfactory and do not see the benefit of adopting 
new practices. Organizations may also budget for others reasons than those supposed by critics. If 
budgets are used for planning and control as opposed to evaluation, many budget criticisms might no 
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longer be relevant (Sivabalan, Booth, Malmi, & Brown, 2009). In addition, changing current budgeting 
practices may be very costly (Waal, Hermkens-Janssen, & Ven, 2011). It is also difficult to place value 
on the benefits from changing budgetary processes. Organizations that cannot beforehand place a 
numerical value on a proposed change may be less likely to do so. Changing the budgeting processes 
is not a simple matter. It often forms the center of the management process and is linked to 
functions of planning, control and evaluation (Waal, Hermkens-Janssen, & Ven, 2011). Change will 
also require a large amount of resources that organizations may not have available. Time is also 
needed and finding the time to implement changes outside the window of the current budgeting 
timetable may be problematic. Furthermore the organization may not have the knowledge that is 
required to change the process effectively (De Waal, Jan Tjoen San, & Zwanenburg, 2006). Also, 
budgets may become institutionalized in organizations making change difficult. This is reflected upon 
further in the next section 3.4, but first the framework that forms the basis of the paper is laid out. 
 
3.3 The Evolutionary Adoption Framework  
In order to understand the process by which organizations decide on altering budgeting practices a 
framework has been developed which seeks to identify the factors that play a role in the acceptance 
of changes to the budgeting process. This framework is called the Evolutionary Adoption Framework 
(Waal, Hermkens-Janssen, & Ven, 2011) and was developed by Van de Ven (2002a,b). The EAF 
attempts to uncover reasons for the existence of the budgeting paradox. The EAF looks at four 
aspects that play a role in acceptance of changes by organizational members: the motives of the 
people involved, the constraints that may influence activities, the activities in the adoption process 
and the order and interaction of activities. The framework draws on institutional theory.  
Institutional theory plays a central role in management and organizational theory. It was developed 
as an alternative explanation as to how decision making takes place and formal structures come to 
being. Besides the traditional efficiency driven economical motives, cultural influences are proposed 
as being important factors that influence actors and decisions. A number of different perspectives on 
institutional theory have emerged and can be divided it into four perspectives, namely old 
institutional economics (OIE), new institutional economics (NIE), new institutional sociology (NIS) and 
old institutional sociology (OIS). This paper is interested the factors that influence the adoption 
process of a changed budgeting process. Institutionalism is represented in the EAF through the 
implied constraints in its framework and the motivational choices of actors. 
1. Motives 
The reasons for adoption could be led by motives of efficiency or legitimacy. Organizations could 
choose to change the process because it is deemed as more time- and cost efficient. They implement 
change because they believe that the alternative will lead to better resource allocation. On the other 
hand substantial costs associated with change could have a negative effect of the decision. The 
budget process is normally a complex and large part of any organization, meaning that changing it 
requires large investments. The benefits of this process are not also easy to quantify in numbers, 
sometimes hampering the decision to change. The motive of legitimacy implies that the decision to 
adapt may for example be influenced by requirements of external stakeholders or by the 
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organization looking at what competitors are doing. The environment plays an important role as an 
external factor that influences decision making. Organizations look outwards for reasons to adopt. 
2. Constraints 
Decision making is not fully rational and unlimited in its scope. Individuals and organizations have 
limitations that affect the decisions they make. Decision makers are in practice limited by three 
categories of constraints that influence their thinking, namely: cognitive, affiliative, egocentric and 
emotional constraints (Janis, 1989); preconscious constraints; post-conscious constraints. 
Cognitive, affiliative, egocentric and emotional constraints 
Cognitive, affiliative, egocentric and emotional constraints focus on individuals and limitations 
affecting their decision making. Cognitive constraints are the decision making capacity of humans in 
general. People are not able assess all possible aspects required in fully rational decision making. 
Decisions may be to complex, people may not have enough time to analyze the situation or simply 
they may not have the required knowledge to do so. Affiliative constraints refers to tendency of 
decision makers to want to choose the option that keeps most people happy. Management might 
choose an alternative because they believe it will gain the best acceptance in the organization, even 
though it is not the best alternative. Self-interest is an example of emotional constraints, wherein 
organizational members do not react rationally and base decisions on personal feelings. 
Preconscious constraints 
Preconscious constraints and post-conscious constraints look more towards an institutional context. 
The pre-conscious constraints are based on the rules, routines and institutions that are present in the 
organization and draws from old institutional economics (Roberts & Greenwood, 1997); (Burns & 
Scapens, 2000); (Verstegen, 2006). Rules can be seen as the formalized way of doing things and 
whereas routines are seen as the way things actually get done. An institution is “the shared taken-
for-granted assumptions that define the relationships and activities of social groups and shape the 
actions of individual actors in these groups” (Burns & Scapens, 2000). This means that existing rules 
and routines will be influenced by any decision to change the budgeting process and that the 
interaction with the new rules and routines has large implications for the adoption process. Waal, 
Hermkens-Janssen & Ven (2011) point out that this may mean that gradual, evolutionary change is 
easier to achieve than revolutionary change seeing that the first is more aligned with existing rules 
and routines. The EAF does not specifically explain how this change takes place. Old institutional 
economics recognizes that the collective behavior of actors may result in changes in institutions 
meaning that institutions are not fully exogenous or independent (van der Steen, 2005). The focus is 
on the change of rules and routines through the process of institutionalization, deinstitutionalization, 
enacting and encoding processes (Barley & Tolbert, 1997); (Burns & Scapens, 2000). This is process is 
visually presented in Appendix 1.4: The process of institutionalization (Burns & Scapens, 2000). 
Encoding means that the existing routines reflect current institutions and these institutions will form 
the basis on which the existing routines are adapted. Actors enact routines present in institutions 
through their own decisions and way of doing things in the organization. They do this willingly or may 
resist changes that are not similar to current routines and rules. Reproduction of routines occurs 
through the reproduction of behavior and accompanying routines. Finally, institutionalization of rules 
and routines occurs when the old way of working has been replaced. The new routines and rules 
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become the unquestioned way things are. They form the basis of behavior and decision making in 
the organization. 
Post-conscious constraints 
Post-conscious constraints are affected by influences from the new institutional sociology theory and 
draw on isomorphism (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). Isomorphism describes why organizations look at 
existing institutions or experience pressure from these institutions to change their own existing 
structures and practices, to resemble those that exist within relevant organizational fields. As a result 
similar management instruments and practices are adopted over time. Organizational choice is 
motivated by reasons of efficiency or legitimacy. Abrahamson (1991) describes three diffusion 
perspectives, namely efficient choice, forced selection and fashion and fad. The reason for adoption 
may be influenced by these perspectives and also play a role in the successful implementation. 
Efficient choice entails that the organization is free to choose the desired tools or practices that in its 
eyes best suits its own purposes. Forced selection implies that external factors make not changing 
impossible, for example regulation change at a national level. Finally if a certain technique gains 
positive press it may be proposed by consultants as desirable and it may been in the organizations 
best interest to follow suit. The actions of organizations are understood in relation to wider 
organizational pressures. Change is seen as a result of external social and technical influences 
(DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). 
3. Activities in the adoption process 
The EAF lists four activities in the adoption process: the adoption of the instrument, the evaluation of 
the instrument, searching for alternatives and the analysis of the current situation. It is assumed that 
the process involved in implementing an adjusted budgeting practice includes these four activities. 
These activities are rational in nature but in reality are open to influence by the constraints.  
4. Sequence and interaction of activities 
The activities need not be sequential or rational and may influence each other and occur in an 
evolutionary manner (Waal, Hermkens-Janssen, & Ven, 2011). For example, if the organization 
adopts the new instrument, it may discover after evaluation that the new process does not produce 
the expected results. The organization may decide to revert back to the previous instrument. 
Changing circumstances could also influence activities. Say for example that the poor financial results 
are the catalyst for adopting a new budgeting process. It could happen that during the adoption 
process results improve removing the need to change, changing the original decision. In the rest of 
the paper the activities and their interaction and sequence are for reasons of simplicity referred to as 
one factor, allowing focus on three general factors namely motives, constraints and activities. 
The EAF is summarized in figure 1. The framework looks first at the motives of the people involved. 
The reasons for adoption could be led by efficiency or legitimacy. The resulting adoption process, 
which is dependent of the leading motivational factor, leads to the activities that take in the process. 
These are the adoption of the instrument, the evaluation of the instrument, searching for 
alternatives and the analysis of the current situation. There may be interaction between the 
activities. The adoption process is influenced by the constraints which are found around the adoption 
process. These constraints can impact any step in the adoption process. 
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Figure 1. The evolutionary adoption framework. Source: (Van de Ven, 2002a) (Van de Ven, 2002b).  
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Chapter 4 Results 
In chapter 4 the results of the paper are presented. Firstly, in paragraph 4.1 Albron’s previous 
budgeting process is presented followed by the subsequent changes that have occurred. Secondly, 
paragraph 4.2 and paragraph 4.3 fill in the respective EAFs of the two business units within Albron. 
Thirdly, paragraph 4.4 discusses the different levels of adoption within Albron and role of the EAF in 
explaining these differences. In 4.5 the institutional forces in Albron are commented upon. The 
chapter ends in paragraph 4.6 with a proposed redefined EAF based on the case study findings. 
 
4.1 Albron’s budgeting process 
4.1.1 The budget process before turnaround 
Before 2011 the organization had two budget processes in place, both built up as traditional annual 
budget. Internally Albron’s annual budget was built by consolidating location budgets into business 
unit and company totals. The process was bottom-up but also top-down. The process started in May 
with guidelines provided from the directors as to what the volume targets were for the coming year. 
In July/August the TM1 portal, the budgeting tool, was opened. The Business Controller sat together 
with the Regional Operations Manager (ROM) and Account Manager (AM) for a number of days to fill 
in the budget. Each ROM was responsible for a number of locations in a certain region. The Account 
Manager is responsible for a large client, for a firm with multiple locations. The account budget 
consisted of separate budgets per location. The budget consisted of detailed information of all costs 
and income relevant to each client. Variable costs, fixed costs, personnel costs were all filled in and 
placed opposite to potential revenues. These translated into a Profit and Loss Statement (P&L) based 
on income and costs. Towards the end of August / September the location budgets were 
consolidated and together formed WORP 0. This consolidated budget included a number of posts 
that were added to the locations budgets, for example indirect costs. These were compared to the 
required guidelines by the controllers and presented to the financial director, who discussed the 
results with the other directors. Then a number of iterations took place wherein feedback and 
adjustments were made until eventually a final budget was presented to the Supervisory Board 
sometime November/ December. Often a target was placed on top of the original location targets. 
Next to this internal process the external budget process ran. The goal was to have the external 
budget ready by October so that the ROMs could present these to their clients. The planning was 
that by 1 December as many as possible external budgets were to be confirmed with clients, because 
these budgets formed the basis of billing for the coming year. These had to be filled manually into 
the management information system.  A cumbersome and time consuming process. The number of 
WORPS resulted in continuous adjustments to the budget until the final budget was approved 
sometime December, but changes in the external budgets meant that changes to the internal budget 
needed to take place. Per quarter latest estimates were made to track the progress of the actual 
financial results. This role lay with the controllers and was primarily a planning instrument at 
aggregate level with discussions during the year regarding the latest estimates were kept at a higher 
management level. 
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4.1.2 KPIs, P&L and Dashboard 
In 2011 Albron decided to look at all its business processes and change the focus in its business 
model. A central theme was the shift from the role of being a traditional catering partner to a 
commercial food service provider. Financial results and performance needed to become important in 
the organization and a number of financial tools were to be introduced to add in this transition. A 
dashboard, re-preview process, sales calculations and cash flow analysis were developed as part of 
the management control system. Information was no longer to be the domain of controllers. 
Financial results were to become clear, simple, transparent and accountable throughout the 
organization (Kraaier, T.; Buitenhuis, J., 2014). This meant that managers were now more responsible 
and accountable for financial information concerning their respective area. The role of controllers 
was to shift to a more analytical and supporting role. The basis for this was the transformation of the 
Profit and Loss Statement (P&L) (see Appendix 1.5 Changed P&L statement). Management felt that 
the P&L was not representative of the actual results at locations and made comparison of business 
units difficult. The organization wanted a financial statement that made it clear what was happening 
at a location operationally and financially. Albron also wanted to be able to view the financial 
position of the organization more frequently and standardization of financial statements was needed 
to do this. The goal was to shift towards internally focused financial statements, which represented 
the revenues and costs of Albron at all its locations throughout the country. The basis of these 
revenues and costs was to be formed by six financial key performance indicators (KPIs). They were 
developed to give operational members of the organization a financial link to the P&L in addition to 
representing the value drivers of the organization. It was meant to be a translation of operational 
activities and decisions into movements and explanations of the financial results of the P&L. These 
KPIs were thought to form the basis of financial results of a food service organization and a focus on 
them would result in more control of the financial position of the organization. The ‘Dashboard’ was 
developed to be able to provide feedback to organizational members in terms of achieved results in 
relation to previews. This was a short term focus providing locations with quarterly, monthly, weekly 
and even daily information on achieved and preview data. 
 
4.1.3 Review / Preview 
Albron wanted to shift its focus towards the future. It wanted to be able to better predict the 
financial position of the organization. In June 2010 Albron made the decision to partner with 
Centerparcs (CP). This meant that the organization would provide all food related activities at eight 
parks in The Netherlands and two parks in Belgium. In numbers this meant 90 million euro additional 
revenue with different food concepts in a new business environment for the firm. The partnership 
was based on strategic goals to expand revenues by moving into more commercial forms of food 
service activities in long term partnerships. In terms of the budget process, the budget for 2010 was 
taken over from CP. The budget for 2011 was formed based on the same process at Albron Catering. 
However, in 2011 the decision was made to develop a process that fit better with the business model 
at Leisure. In March to June 2011 the steps were taken to research and develop an adjusted 
budgeting process for Leisure. The process at the rest of Albron would remain unchanged for the 
time being. The result was Re-review 1.0 which looked to implement rolling forecasts and prognoses. 
The methodology was for a part largely copied from CP and developed in conjunction with Aexis, the 
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software developer, in the IBM Cognos TM1 software platform. The review meant looking at the past 
while the preview meant looking ahead which translated to a scope of a number of periods with a 
constant perspective on a complete book year.  The budget was to be based on a number of KPIs 
which would in turn form the basis of the P&L. 
During 2011 after the initial development, questions arose of how the quality of the predictive 
accuracy of the previews could be improved. It was decided to switch from a period forecast 
(monthly), to a weekly forecast. The reasoning behind this was the need to improve operational 
reaction times to shifts in activities that influence the financial results of parks in shorter time 
dimensions. This tooling was further developed in TM1. Important in the development was keeping it 
simple and being user friendly. Three weeks were continually to be in scope and weekly P&L 
statement was to be developed. The development took place from September 2011 to February 
2012. It became operational at Leisure from 2012 onwards. After implementation of Re-preview 2.0 
the predictability improved. However, the budget process was still thought to be too time consuming 
and intensive with a throughput time of more than six months. It was also deemed as to static, failing 
to take into account continuously changing effects in the business environment. It was decided to 
develop version 3.0 which was to be a more dynamic forecasting model, which was not only to be 
implemented at Leisure but throughout the entire organization. (Vogelaar, J.; van Wijk, J., 2013) 
Review-preview 3.0 was based on the idea to look 5 quarters back and 5 quarters forward, with the 
first future period to be forecasted per week. KPIs form the basis of the P&L, and play a central role 
in the formation of the budgets for all parks and outlets. The new process means that multiple 
periods are continually in scope and that there is always insight into an entire book year. It also 
provides the head office with a tool to analyze the parks and locations individually and as a whole. 
The business saw three categories of challenges namely information communication technology 
(ICT), business and culture. The ICT challenges involved developing Dashboards wherein the key 
performance indicators give organizational members insight into achieved results versus the previous 
year and the created budget. This is broken down into levels of days, weeks, quarters and a year. 
From a business perspective the challenge was to develop, understand and formulate the 
organization’s key performance indicators. The business itself needed to be challenged to achieve 
results. Historical data was to be used as a basis of analysis. The budget was to be developed bottom 
up moving through the following hierarchy: outlets, park, 10 parks, directors Leisure, directors 
Albron, and Supervisory board. Cultural elements needed to be addressed as well. Management 
attempted to address this by explaining why the budgeting process had been implemented. Six 
reasons are given, namely one language, one goal; all levels, all disciplines; prediction power creates 
less tension; time savings through a less time consuming process; no fixation on a book year and a 
focus on performance (Kraaier, T.; Buitenhuis, J., 2014).  
 
4.2 The EAF of Catering 
1. Motives 
Albron viewed its old budgeting process as inefficient and as such efficiency motives played the 
primary role in the decision to adjust the budgeting process. Throughout the interviews 
dissatisfaction with the old process became apparent. The process was to complex, to complicated, 
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to diverse, to time consuming and too expensive. The long throughput time meant that too many 
resources were needed during the year to produce the annual budget. The problem was also that 
once the budget was finally completed and approved it may already have become outdated. The 
budget was no longer in sync with the quickly changing business environment and too static. It was 
also felt that the budget was incorrectly focusing on annual results and taking attention away from 
other more important business activities. There was also a lack of feedback into the lower levels of 
the organization during the year. Latest estimates made during the year were often kept at a higher 
management level, not being discussed consistently with lower management. In essence the Plan-
Do-Check-Act cycle was not functioning adequately and the organization did not have the means to 
steer and monitor the business. The main criteria in the decision making process was to develop an 
instrument that best provided insight into the key areas of the business but also provided the 
opportunity to be able to look forward. The idea was clear, the organization wanted it members to 
learn from the past but look ahead and focus on the future. A new way of working was desired by top 
management, with the central theme being how we can get a little bit better every day. There was a 
degree of pressure coming from the Supervisory Board. It is possible that the organization had 
motives of legitimacy in its decision to adapt because it felt the need to avoid discussions with the 
board during meetings. The board had become critical during the period of negative results in 2010 
and 2011, which coincided with the general downturn in the economy. Albron needed a way to 
explain results and predict future performance. The main motive for Catering in adopting the rolling 
forecast is efficiency. Management clearly felt that the old process did not yield optimal results and 
that change was necessary. 
2. Constraints 
Cognitive, affiliative and emotive constraints 
When looking at the cognitive constraints, it becomes apparent that the search for alternatives was 
an internal process based on the knowledge and experience of various functions. Top management 
first went about searching for a better way of budgeting in a closed brain storm session using the 
knowledge in the group, which was comprised of the key financial managers and the directors. Out of 
this session the idea for KPIs, a new P&L and forecasting arose. The workgroup that then went about 
developing the adjusted process was formed by members from a number of financial and non-
financial functions. Most members had been involved for a long time with the organization and 
understood the way the organization functioned. They provided feedback on the instrument and 
tooling that was presented by the Controlling department, who went about building the ideas passed 
down from top management levels. At regular intervals the workgroup presented its outcomes to the 
directors who had the final say in the go ahead for further development. Out of the interviews it 
become clear that the new financial director and his team wanted a change and went about pressing 
ideas for the new budgeting process. This process was supported by the general agreement in the 
organization that the old process was not working and needed to be adjusted. This also happened at 
the same time as ‘Turn around Albron’ which resulted in a number of process changes in the 
organization. It is possible that the internal focus and the composition of the workgroup could act as 
cognitive constraints. Individual decision making could be limited not only by the knowledge of each 
individual but the sum of the group. Rules of thumb could apply wherein for example the search for 
alternatives is limited to the alternatives known to individuals within the organization. 
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Internally, affiliative constraints seemed to play no evident role in selection. The workgroup provided 
a platform for all functions to provide input into the development process creating a backing for the 
new tooling. The new budget process was however strongly advocated by top management, and the 
need for the change was made clear in numerous meetings and presentations. Potentially this could 
lead to organizational members selecting the rolling forecast process, in order to conform to the 
expectations of higher management. Negative results in corresponding years provided support for 
the lack of effectiveness of the old process, to a large degree countering this constraint.  
Possible emotive constraints might arise from the connection with bonuses in the budgeting process. 
Various management positions have variable bonuses linked to targets in the annual budget. It could 
be possible that managers feel that the failing financial results of the organization is not a fault of 
their own, but attributable to the general industry and economic decline. Objectivity is lost and 
emotional responses override rational decision making. Gaming issues might arise wherein managers 
set lower budget targets for themselves in order to receive positive rewards or evaluation. Since 
2008 Albron has undergone numerous reorganizations. This could have a particularly negative effect 
on members of the organization as this period coincides with the period of implementation of the 
new re-preview process. The Catering managers in particular have had to endure a rather volatile 
period with changes in segments, changes in managers, a number of lay-offs and continuous loss of 
clients. The potential for emotive constraints seem strong at Catering considering the strong role that 
Catering managers are to play in the rolling forecast. 
Preconscious constraints 
The budgeting process at Albron had become institutionalized over time. The new process required a 
new way of working. The existing rules and routines needed to change and ultimately be replaced. 
This was especially noticeable in role of the Catering managers involved in the budgeting process. 
They now had not only operational responsibility for their locations, but also financial responsibility. 
The structure of the process had also changed with implementation of quarterly previews instead of 
an annual budget. The new tooling meant that these managers were constantly being evaluated, 
because the dashboard meant real time performance measures were in place and the KPIs provided 
fixed discussion points during quarterly meetings. In these meetings the business managers, aided by 
the respective business controllers, have to present the new preview and explain deviations in 
relation to achieved results and the previous preview. This was a very different process from the 
traditional budgeting process previously used. Previously the Catering managers only had to think 
once a year about the budgets and performance of locations. The new P&L and the KPIs provide new 
discussion points in meetings and make comparison of business units easier, but in the beginning this 
also provided a challenge in the sense that knowledge of the new tooling and dynamics of the KPIs 
were not fully understood. 
“In the beginning it was rather difficult. We had the tooling but nobody knew it. Everyone had to get 
accustomed to the tooling, even us. It was a different way of thinking… that required preparation. We 
first had to understand how things worked.” (Business Control Manager Oost, 23-4-2015) 
Many managers had been working within the organization for a long period of time and found 
initially that the new process was too time consuming and kept them away from clients and 
locations. Constant monitoring was new in the organization and may have a negative effect on the 
acceptance of the process. However, this aspect seemed to diminish as operational and financial 
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results seemed to improve after implementation of the adjusted budgeting process. In summary, it 
seems that strong preconscious constraints were present within Catering. The old way of working, 
accompanied with the rules, routines and institutions present were strongly institutionalized and 
resistance to change could be expected. 
Post-conscious constraints 
There are a number of possible post-conscious constraints within Catering. The organization is in a 
unique position considering that it is an independent organization with a relatively free governance 
structure. The Supervisory Board’s role is just that, attempting to play the role of advisor. The 
organization was free from outside influence in its search for possible alternatives and not 
constrained by stakeholders in its decision making. In this sense the governance structure acted not 
as a constraint but made it easier for Albron to adopt the rolling forecast. The budgeting process 
beforehand consisted of an internal and external budget. Some clients require an annual budget 
from Albron, which could be a source of constraint as it limits Albron’s flexibility in adapting the 
process. However, Albron itself wants to move away from this requirement and the new process has 
made the external budget a more efficient process while still meeting the requirements of current 
agreements. Each client has different expectations regarding the service levels originating from 
Albron. The budgeting process that developed was possibly strongly influenced by the process that 
existed at Centerparcs. When Albron took over the food service activities from Centerparcs, it first 
looked at the process used by Centerparcs itself. A number of employees in financial functions 
switched employer from Centerparcs to Albron. They brought with them certain knowledge and 
ideas that differed from Albron. The idea of planning ahead in shorter time periods was copied form 
Centerparcs, but adapted and adjusted to fit the business activities of Albron. In this sense the 
practices that Leisure implemented served as a pilot for the rest of the organization. Catering’s 
decision to adopt the rolling forecast based on the pilot at Leisure, is a form of isomorphism. The 
success at Leisure lead to implementation at Catering, but that does not mean that the rolling 
forecast process is optimal for the Catering unit. 
3. Activities 
The decision to change the budgeting process at Albron originated with the recognition that change 
was necessary. Top management felt that it was not in control of the organization and that the 
existing budget process was inadequate. It was strongly felt that the planning and control cycle in the 
organization was not functioning. Top management evaluated the current situation and came up 
with criteria which the adjusted process must have. The feeling of inefficiency was shared by the 
controllers who primarily worked together with Catering managers in formulating the budgets every 
year. After developing, adopting and implementing the new process, the organization monitored 
results fine tuning the process by listening to feedback from users and other functions in the 
organization. The adoption process was therefore structured with a clear plan beforehand of what 
type of instrument was to be developed and what the required criteria were.  
All the above mentioned factors influencing the adoption process of the rolling forecast are 
summarized in the EAF of catering (see Figure 3: EAF of Catering). 
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Figure 3. EAF of Catering 
 
4.3 The EAF of Leisure 
When Albron decided to work together with Centerparcs and agreed to provide the foodservices at 
the various parks it entered new territory. The organization had never before been involved in 
hospitality services at holiday parks. The business activities and processes where unknown to Albron, 
although it was assumed that Albron had the expertise to be able to run the business. During the first 
year Albron used the traditional budgeting practices that were being used throughout the rest of the 
organization. But it quickly became apparent that the budgeting process at Centerparcs was more 
suited to the dynamics involved at the various holiday parks. Higher management within Leisure felt 
strongly that Albron’s traditional budgeting process did not allow the organization to be in control of 
its planning and control cycle.  Many of the factors mentioned in the previous section concerning the 
EAF of the Catering business unit are also valid for the Leisure unit. The unit is part of Albron and the 
top management within Albron influences the decision making for all business units. With this in 
mind the presented EAF of Leisure presents factors that do differ from that of its Catering 
counterpart. 
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1. Motives 
The Financial and Control manager explains that it quickly became apparent that Leisure was not in 
control of the results of the parks. In June 2011 the CEO said this after hearing that the business unit 
was going to make a substantial lose in the month. This was a catalyst for the team to find a tooling 
that would help Leisure, and also Albron as a whole, to gain more control over the financial direction 
of the organization. The financial impact of the newly acquired business unit was too substantial to 
not be able to predict the future financial results. The motives were strongly based on seeking the 
tooling that would be best applicable to the situation at the holiday parks and that would help Albron 
control the financial and operational performance of the business unit. The unit needed to quickly 
justify its merit in the organization. The unit brought large financial costs to the organization and the 
Supervisory Board wanted to gain insight into the reasons for this position. Legitimacy motives were 
present in the sense that Leisure needed to justify the acquisition of the parks. Results suggested 
that Albron was not in control of park results. It quickly needed to find a process that gave it insight 
into past results and more importantly Leisure needed to know the direction of future financial 
results. Management needed a process that could spur the unit on towards continuously improving 
operational and financial results. 
2. Constraints 
Cognitive, affiliative and emotive constraints 
It was decided to form a team consisting of two Financial park managers (one originally from Albron, 
the other from Centerparcs), the unit business controller and the Finance and Control Manager to 
determine direction of the budgeting practices. Albron decided to use the expertise of Centerparcs 
and for a large part used the process previously used there as a blueprint for further development. 
There was time pressure on the team to develop a new model in between the current budgeting 
timetable. Pressure was also present because the unit had to quickly develop a model that would 
give finance and operations insight and control over the performance of the organization currently 
and provide tooling to improve performance in the future. The in-house knowledge at Albron drew 
from the knowledge present at Centerparcs in adopting the rolling forecast.  Albron personally had 
little experience in the holiday park food service industry. Potentially, decision making was limited by 
these cognitive constraints. 
Affiliative constraints were possibly the new management structure at Leisure. The first few of years 
at Leisure were accompanied with a reshuffling of the finance team at the parks and linking the 
hierarchy in De Meern with the parks. Organizational members of the parks had to adjust to Albron’s 
management style and expectations. The expectations and requirements of the new management 
could influence the reactions and decisions of organizational members, as they look to satisfy the 
expectations of their new employer. 
Preconscious constraints 
The way of working at CP and in the holiday parks was different from that that at Catering. Albron 
Centerparcs brought a different dynamic to the Albron organization. Many employees who had 
worked under Centerparcs, in both financial and operational functions, were taken into service by 
Albron bringing with them a different mentality than at Albron. Monitoring and forecasting each park 
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was not new, and monthly performance meetings were held discussing results in relation to the 
budgets. Food Operations Manangers (FOMs) were used to being questioned about their park’s 
performance in relation to the formulated budget and expected to understand the reasons for 
deviations.  They took pride in their parks and wanted to perform well in relation to other parks. In 
this sense a form of internal benchmarking was present between the parks. The budgets were also 
very detailed, which meant that the managers involved in constructing the budgets, understood the 
business. The level of detail was a criticism of the process at Centerparcs and later the process was to 
be simplified, but none the less a sound understanding of the composition of the budget was 
generated at park level. Also the Financial Managers (FMs) of the parks assisted the FOMs in 
formulating the budgets. The FOM is responsible and accountable for the budget, but often used the 
knowledge of the FM who first constructed the budget based on his or her own expectations. This 
process remained similar in the rolling forecast, wherein the FM continued to play a central role in 
the formulation of the budget. The parks were used to monitoring and not only understood the need 
for it but enjoyed the process: 
“You yourself go and explain your budget. This is what we are going to do. The monthly performance 
evaluation meeting hasn’t change. It has been elaborated. Every third month is now the preview 
meeting. It is forced but not in a negative way. It is fun to look at the position that we are currently 
in.” (Finance and Control Manager Zandvoort, 24-4-2015) 
This meant that the rolling forecast process that was implemented experienced minimal resistance. 
Old institutional economics explains that if the to be adopted rules and routines, as described by 
Burns & Scapens (2000), resemble the existing rules and routines present in an organization, change 
should be easier to implement. This implied that the previous way of working did not require a 
substanial change in the way organizational members went about budgeting.  
Post-conscious constraints 
When Albron decided to work together with Centerparcs in 2010, the organization was entering into 
a new line of business. Although the activities were based on providing food services, something the 
organization already did at its Catering locations, the scale and dynamics of the required operations 
at the holiday park locations were rather different. Leisure had entered a new external environment 
and as such needed to adapt quickly. The venture brought large revenues to Albron but also brought 
large costs and losses. This put a large amount of pressure on the unit as the Board of Directors. The 
higher management of the business unit needed to be able to provide the board with explanations of 
the results so that they could manage concerns from the Supervisory Board. Uncertainty about 
future financial results was certainly present. Albron decided to adapt the model that CP used for its 
own budgeting purposes. Isomorphism took place in this regard, with Leisure selectively acquiring 
knowledge to its own budgeting processes. Efficiency was the main driving force behind the selection 
(Abrahamson, 1991). Albron’s own traditional budgeting practices did not provide the required 
management information and the decision was made to adopt a process that could do this. 
Management within Leisure felt that CP understood the business in the holiday parks considering its 
experience in years gone by.  
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3. Activities 
The development of the new tooling took place in a number of stages. Preview 1.0, preview 2.0 and 
preview 3.0 all took place after evaluating the efficiency of the current version. Each new version had 
a specific goal (see Appendix 1.6: Re Preview implementation). Leisure looked to fine tune the model 
based on feedback from financial managers but also operational managers. But the primary goal was 
to give the organization the tooling it needed to focus on improving the financial and operational 
performance of the unit. The Plan-do-check-Act cycle was constantly being evaluated during the 
implementation process. 
All the above mentioned factors influencing the adoption process of the rolling forecast are 
summarized in the EAF of Leisure (see Figure 4: EAF of Leisure).  
 
Figure 4. EAF of Leisure 
 
4.4 Institutionalization of the budgeting process 
Turn Around Albron not only meant a new budgeting process, but more importantly the decision was 
made to work towards a new way of working. A number of new tools were developed in conjunction 
with the process such as the dashboard. Albron had been a successful organization for a long time. It 
was a strong brand name in the food service industry in The Netherlands and had been financially 
strong. But this situation changed and resulted in the decision by top management that things 
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needed to change. The old way of working, the existing rules, routines and institutions were 
challenged and confronted. The traditional business model was one wherein Albron acted as a 
service provider under the roof of its clients. The new model desired a shift in mindset towards being 
entrepreneurs at the various clients. Albron needed to become more commercial without losing its 
core values of providing high quality food services. In order to do this continuous improvement 
through monitoring and management was needed. That is why Albron decided to implement the 
rolling forecast process throughout its entire organization.  
Resistance to change could be expected and various attempts were made to limit this potential 
resistance. Support was given by top management through constant emphasis during presentations 
at the general company gatherings and meetings. Also a tool was built that had backing from various 
departments through the composition of the multi-disciplinary workgroup responsible for the 
development of the new tooling. The idea was to create a tooling that not only would give the 
organization more control of its business activities, but would be more efficient than the previous 
process. It must be simple and usable for the people responsible in addition to being less time 
consuming. Location managers were now besides being operationally responsible for location 
performance, also financially accountable. They needed to learn how operational decisions translate 
to financial performance in the new budget which was constructed based on new KPIs and resulted 
in a new P&L. The Control department attempted to aid Catering managers by scheduling numerous 
training sessions and provided days wherein they could either work together in understanding the 
new process or seek assistance when actively constructing the forecasts.  The question does however 
remain that a willingness to adjust must be present. Albron attempted to gain a momentum to 
change by trying to explain why the new way of working was necessary. A process of 
deinstitutionalization took place by introducing the new P&L and the KPIs that formed its basis. This 
was an important step as it challenged old perceptions of location performance. Existing rules and 
routines within the firm where changed, and through a process of enacting and reproduction (Burns 
& Scapens, 2000) higher management attempted to institutionalize the new way of working. Each 
quarter this cycle took and continues to take place in the construction of the new previews. This 
process of enacting and encoding result in the adjusted budgeting process becoming institutionalized 
(see appendix 1.4: The process of institutionalization). Also the backing of a large portion of the 
organization had been gained in the Turn Around Albron project and resulted in a new way of looking 
at budgeting: 
“The goal was to stimulate continuous improvement. How can we do things a little bit better every 
time? It is a new way of working.”  (Financial Director, 18-4-2015) 
It was also made clear by top management that this was the way forward and that people were 
expected to embrace this new way of working. This aspect of power was down played by the results 
that were being booked during and after implementation. Robson and Cooper (1989) look at the 
influence of power and point out that power can either be an enabling or repressive force in an 
organization. Albron wanted to improve its management control structure and wanted better tools 
to monitor each aspect of the business. Locations, formulas, business units and the organization as a 
whole were to be monitored more often and compared regularly. The organization wanted to be 
able to centrally monitor the current position of the entire organization. The role of power in Albron 
acted as an enabling force in the organization as the new way of working gave employees more 
insight into the core business activities of Albron. It attempted to empower middle management. It 
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helped the organization change in a challenging business environment. In essence the core 
operational tasks were not changed, but a different mindset was asked of managers in terms of 
planning ahead and understanding the financial wellbeing of each location. Managers were 
challenged to continuously be looking to improve results. This took place in a soft environment, 
wherein discussions were held explaining the past and providing ideas moving forward. Tools were 
supplied to be able to adjust. At the same time it was also made clear that the organization was 
changing its way of working and that there was no room for people who did not believe in the newly 
established rules and routines. 
Pressure on operational and financial results before the Turn Around Albron program, made the 
organization think about the efficiency of the organizational structure and processes. When 
efficiency is involved actors try to implement the governance –and organization structure that has 
the lowest transaction cost. This has similarities to new institutional economics, in which 
organizational structure is an optimal decision based on transaction costs. Albron wanted to reduce 
costs, in particular indirect costs present at the main office by implementing standardized business 
processes. Simply put it wanted to do more with less people. Information technology played a big 
role in this with the implementation of the dashboard and business intelligence data bases which 
linked numerous systems and data sources together. It also meant that fewer employees were 
needed, especially in the financial department. The number of controllers was cut from 16 in 2008 to 
8 in 2015. This was also in line with the thinking that financial knowledge should not be the domain 
of the controller. The controller should not control the information that is or is not available. Placing 
responsibility of the preview contents with operational management requires this management level 
not only to have access to more information, but also to be able to influence the numbers through 
the newly developed KPIs.  
 
4.5 Levels of adoption 
Within the organization, a comparison between the two business units, Catering and Leisure, is 
interesting because of the different backgrounds. It is apparent that the rolling forecast process has 
different levels of adoption in the respective units. This particularly came to light during a number of 
meetings between the controllers and finance managers of both business units in June 2015. Park 
finance managers spend less time on formulating the budgets and enjoy the process more than the 
business controllers at Catering. The business controllers of the Catering unit do see improvements in 
the quality and value of the budgeting process, but think the process is not optimal. This also became 
apparent in the evaluation of the preview Q2 2015, wherein time was taken to look at the state of 
the current process. Criticism of the current process within Catering looked at a number of different 
aspects. The role of the forecast output for locations seems to be uncertain. The quality of the input 
is a concern and as well as the efficiency and effectivity in preview process from the view of Catering 
managers. Should the process be top-down or bottom-up or is the balance currently not adequate? 
The consensus was that general guidelines should be formulated top-down to provide Catering 
managers with key focus areas if necessary. This idea stemmed from discussion with Leisure wherein 
this process was already in place. The original thought process behind the absence of top-down 
guidelines in the Catering process was what Catering managers should critically look at their location 
budgets and that influence from higher management levels was not necessary. The formulated 
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preview should be the manager’s view of the realistic future. Finally during the interviews it also 
become clear that the Catering managers had not fully accepted the new budgeting process. 
Different perceptions between the numerous managers are present, but the consensus seems to be 
that the majority are still not fully comfortable and happy with the new process. They still view it as 
to complicated, to time consuming and do not understand why they are now budgeting four times a 
year, instead of the previous one time. It seems that the new way of thinking that higher 
management is trying to instill, through the rolling forecast, has not become fully institutionalized in 
all parts of the organizations.  
1. Motives 
Motives of efficiency seem to be similar in both units. Both business units are trying to create value 
by basing rolling forecasts on value drivers. Improving the P&C cycle was the goal for both units. At 
Albron there was clear and organization wide dissatisfaction with the old budgeting process, 
especially from top management and the financial department. The desire to change the process was 
supported by the controllers who were primarily involved in the design and construction of the new 
instrument and process. Other departments also felt the need for change through the confrontation 
with the negative financial results and increasing loss of contracts. A momentum for change was 
created internally throughout different levels of the organization and was structured in the Turn 
Around Albron program.  
2. Constraints 
Preconscious constraints 
Burns & Scapens (2000) name three important dichotomies in describing in management accounting 
change processes. These dichotomies help explain differences in the preconscious constraints that 
are evident at the two business units.  
 Formal versus informal change 
 Evolutionary versus revolutionary change 
 Regressive versus progressive change 
Formal versus informal change 
Informal change refers to when routines change as a result of changing circumstances. The change 
occurs at a tacit level. A changing business environment could be such a circumstance. If 
organizational members react to new market conditions and gradually adjust their routines, we 
speak of informal change. Formal change is a direct change from management, such an 
implementing a new accounting system. It is a deliberate decision to change systems and techniques. 
Rules and routines are explicitly changed and enforced. At both units formal changes were made to 
the budgeting process. Introducing formal change requires understanding the underlying way of 
thinking, which is formed by the informal routines and takes place at a tacit level. The old way of 
working at Catering requires more than a formal change. An informal change is also required.  
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Evolutionary versus revolutionary change 
Change is seen as evolutionary if it leads or requires incremental changes. Small adjustments to 
existing rules and routines take place. This differs from revolutionary change, wherein current 
routines are dismantled and replaced by new ones. The rolling forecast methodology is substantially 
different from the traditional budgeting process previously used at Albron within the Catering unit. 
Managers at Leisure responsible for the budgets at the parks, are used to thinking ahead and being 
monitored on a frequent basis during performance meetings. Catering previously did not use KPIs in 
its budgets and did not plan ahead each quarter. There was no need to as results in the past were 
always good. Change is more revolutionary in the Catering unit compared to the Leisure unit, 
because the method and way of thinking in the rolling forecast is a greater departure from the old 
rules and routines present in the unit. This could mean that more resistance is to be expected at 
Catering, because the process challenges the old way of working more. 
Regressive versus progressive change 
This dichotomy draws on the dichotomy of ceremonial versus instrumental behavior. Ceremonial 
behavior looks at power structures and the value systems that create those structures. Instrumental 
behavior stems from a value system that is efficiency based, seeking to implement the best 
alternatives known to organizational members. Change that strengthens ceremonial behavior is 
labelled regressive change. Situations in which instrumental behavior seeks to replace ceremonial 
behavior is referred to as progressive change. At Leisure the change is more progressive compared to 
Catering and the current process at Catering seems to be more ceremonial in nature. The controllers 
within the Catering unit question whether mangers have changed their way of thinking. An example 
is given by looking at the rolling forecasts compared to previous results. Currently the forecast 
process starts with a projection based on historical data. It seems that the location budgets often 
appear to be a copy of this initial projection with little or no adjustments being made. There are a 
number of potential reasons for this. The knowledge of the mangers is inadequate or they are still 
adhering to the old process and see no extra value in thinking ahead. Based on the three 
dichotomies, it therefore seems that the preconscious constraints within Catering seem to be 
stronger than within Leisure. 
Post-conscious constraints 
The governance structure at Albron is unique in the sense that the shares of the organization are 
held in a trust. Albron is relatively free in deciding the course of the business and the way to go about 
it. The Supervisory Board provides supervision but its role often remains within an advisory capacity. 
Leisure adopted a similar way of budgeting that was employed at CP. It adapted and expanded the 
process to fit into the parameters of the Albron organization. Efficiency is the primary motive but 
pressure from higher management required that Leisure quickly had to design and implement the 
new rolling forecast practices. The unit had to gain control of the operational and financial results of 
the organization in order to be able to report to the Board of Directors and the Supervisory Board. 
The impact of the unit on the financial position of the organization is substantial and warranted a 
strong focus. Catering’s budget within the traditional business model also provided a budget for its 
clients, the so called external budget. The organization is trying to shift this focus to the internal 
budget, moving toward minimal external requirements. Leisure does not have this requirement. 
Catering’s client base is diverse requiring substantial time and resources in terms of new system 
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developments, which may lengthen the time required for implementation. The influence of clients 
and the previous connection to the external budget is a post-conscious constraint at Catering that 
may negatively influence the adoption of the new budget process. The post-conscious constraints at 
Leisure may actually have added the unit in adopting the rolling forecast. 
3. Activities 
When comparing the change in the budgeting practices within Albron, the importance of momentum 
becomes clear. The process of evaluation took place in a structured manner within Leisure. The 
planning shows that the key individuals driving the change were constantly looking to improve the 
process. Each new performance meeting provided an opportunity for evaluation, along with each 
new forecast version. The Business Controller and two park Finance and Control Managers together 
constituted the Re-preview workgroup and critically looked at each preview. The Finance and Control 
Manager Leisure critically overviewed the process after completion of each preview session. He 
needed to gain control of the financial performance of the unit in combination with a better 
understanding of the movements within park results.  
The evaluation process of the rolling forecast process at Catering is less defined. There currently is no 
apparent workgroup that is evaluating the process as it currently stands. The adoption process 
started with the formation of a group from various functions, but it seems that this group has lost its 
importance. There seems to be a lack of ownership in terms of further implementation. The CFO was 
a catalyst in the change process, bringing with him new ideas. But his influence is a general one and 
has diminished now that the general process is in place. The momentum to change seems to have 
lost its way slightly.  
Stability 
Catering has also undergone a number rounds of restructuring since 2008. Segments within the unit 
have undergone a number of reorganizations. The structure of the unit has changed with a number 
of positions changing ownership and some being removed. For example, the Education segment has 
been officially removed as a unit but been integrated into the units Regular and Key. The unit 
allocation of respective business controllers has also changed. There has been little stability in this 
sense. Organizational members have had to deal with the implementation of the rolling forecast in 
combination to becoming accustomed to new structures and hierarchy. The unit has undergone a 
large change with a number of projects simultaneously taking place. 
Complexity 
Add to this the nature of the business, with the number of locations constantly changing, and 
different contract forms and types of clients making it constantly difficult to compare the 
performance of the unit. The complexity of the unit is substantial. It ranges from small production 
locations to large multi-nationals. Each location has different formulas which attempt to fit the 
location and Albron’s clients. One client could have a number of different production locations, each 
with its own formula and contract type. Keeping things simple is often seen as a challenge within 
Catering for this very reason. In comparison, Leisure has eight parks with a fixed number of food 
outlets. The structure within the parks was changed in an early stage looking to place CP within the 
governance structure of Albron, but these changes took place in an early stage and had a minimal 
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effect on the parks. The working relationships between the Finance Managers and the FOMs have 
remained intact. The business controller for Leisure has remained the same since June 2010.  
Leadership 
The role of leadership in the adoption process cannot be underestimated. Individuals or leadership 
groups have an important role to play in terms of helping the adoption process overcome potential 
constraints. The process at Leisure is simpler in this regard because Finance and Control Manager 
Leisure, the Business Controller and the two Senior Park Financial & Control managers had a smaller 
span of control. These members had ownership over the contents of the process, but also continually 
went about optimizing the adoption of the process. Ownership of the development of the preview 
process for Catering was undertaken by the Finance and Control Manager Catering and his business 
controllers. However, the process at Catering is more complicated. They worked closely with the 
software developers in developing the desired tooling that was presented by the Catering 
workgroup.  The challenge is convincing the twenty Catering managers and lower level location 
managers that fall under their control of the need to change. The task is also further complicated by 
the fact that the Turn Around Albron programma includes numerous projects and initiatives that 
occurred simultaneously or quickly after each other. Allocation of time, resources and attention 
towards the adoption of the rolling forecast is made more difficult. 
In summary, the EAF as presented by Waal, Hermkens-Janssen & Ven  (2011) helps explain the 
adoption levels of the rolling forecast process at the business units Catering and Leisure within 
Albron. The impact of the OIE theory within the preconscious constraints shows that more resistance 
to change within the Catering unit can be expected. The old way of working at Catering, including its 
rules and routines, requires more of an adjustment than the change at Leisure. Change is more 
revolutionary in the unit and as a result the implemented structural changes may not yet have 
resulted in the desired performance oriented mindset that the organization is looking to create. In 
addition it seems that complexity of the business units and stability within the unit act as further 
constraints. Leadership plays an important role in the adoption process, and is needed to overcome 
these barriers in order to achieve full acceptation.  
 
4.6 A redefined framework 
Waal, Hermkens-Janssen and Ven (2011) conclude that time and resources alone are not sufficient 
motivators for choosing to adapt the budgeting process. When the value of the process is deemed 
low in combination with excess time and required resources, then organizations would be activated 
to thinking about changing the process. Their main conclusion is that in addition to the factors in the 
EAF, a need to change and momentum for change needs to build in the organization before 
organization consider adopting new processes. The EAF builds upon Cobb, Helliar & Innes‘s (1995) 
accounting change model (see below Figure 5: The accounting change model). The model attempts 
to define factors that advance or hinder management accounting change. Motivators, catalysts and 
facilities combine to create the potential to change. Motivators are factors that affect change in a 
general manner. The general downturn in the economy or the growth of competition within the food 
service industry, are examples. Catalysts on the otherhand, are more likely to directly affect change. 
Albron for example faced strong negative results after a long succesful period as market leader. 
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Facilitators are factors that influence the change but are not necessarily required for the change to 
take place. Their presence does however, help the process. At Leisure the in-house knowledge of the 
budget process at Centerparcs through the new employees is an example hierof. Cobb, Helliar & 
Innes (1995) describe the dual-role of individuals as catalysts and leaders in the adoption process. At 
times individuals lead the change process, such as a new CFO coming to Albron. But the action of 
individuals is further needed to overcome the barriers to change. The workgroup responsible at 
Leisure for the development of the rolling forecast, played a vital role in continously encoding and 
enacting the desired rules and routines that accompanied the desired outcomes of the budgeting 
process.  
The EAF expands on the accounting change model by introducing individual and institutional 
constraints that affect the adoption process. These constraints act as barriers to change. Cobb, 
Helliar & Innes (1995) recognize however, that momemtum is needed to ensure that the change 
process continues and is reinforced. The model differs from the EAF because it places the advancing 
and hindering forces clearly against each other. Importantly it specifies that momentum to change 
and leadership are needed to succesfully implement change. It formulates a process perspective on 
how adoption of management accounting practices takes place. The EAF focuses on motivational 
forces and specifies potential constraints to change, but misses the importance of individuals in 
guiding the change process and overcoming the barriers or constraints that are present in the 
organizational setting. This needs to be a continuous process, with momentum constantly being feed 
into the change by key individuals to ensure completion of the transition. 
 
Figure 5: The accounting change model. Source (Cobb, Helliar, & Innes, 1995) 
Daniel, Myers & Dixon (2012) consider rationales that can influence the adoption of management 
practices. They find empirical evidence of rational, emotional and socially conditioned responses 
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based on a case study involving four organizations. They propose a relationship between the 
different rationales (see Figure 2: Adoption Rationales). Their paper is based on the Sturdy’s (2004) 
rationales for the adoption of management ideas and practices (see in table 1: Rationales for the 
adoption of management ideas and practices). This paper supports structure of the model of the EAF. 
The rationales are represented in the constraints and motives. The rational rationale and motive of 
efficiency are leading in the adoption of the management practice. An event or problem within the 
organization forms the catalyst for change. The other rationales follow, building on the orginal 
rational rationale. The institutional rationale is represented by the motive of legitimacy. The other 
rationales can be placed into the role of the constraints. The pschodynamic view shows similarities 
with emotional constraints; the political view implicates affiliative constraints and the influence of 
power; dramatugical and instituitional views imply legitimacy and post-conscious constraints. Finally, 
the rationale case study implicates the influential role of individuals or groups who act as champions 
during the adoption process (Daniel, Myers, & Dixon, 2012). They use the rational rationale in 
conjunction with the significant adoption rationale to explain or justify the adoption of the new 
process.  
 
Figure 2: Adoption rationales. Source: (Daniel, Myers, & Dixon, 2012) 
 
Table 1: Rationales for the adoption of management ideas and practices. Source: (Sturdy, 2004) 
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In this light I propose an expansion of the EAF (see Figure 6: A redefined EAF) by including the forces 
that advance change. Motivators, catalysts and facilitators create a potential to change. This 
potential influences and underpins the motives to change. The motives lead to the decision to adopt 
a desired instrument but the process must continuously be enforced by leadership and the 
momentum to change. It is not only the presence of constraints that influences the adoption process. 
Barriers must also be overcome. Leadership and momentum to change during the adoption have an 
important role to play. The accounting change model also has the advantage that it clearly shows the 
interaction of advancing and hindering factors in the process of change. If a strong potential to 
change exists before the change process is started, it will strengthen the motives to change. The 
rational rationale as presented by Daniel, Myers & Dixon (2012) becomes stronger, helping the 
organization rationalize the adoption towards organizational members. For example, the loss of 
clients put pressure on Albron to critically evaluate its internal business processes. The arrival of a 
new CFO brought fresh ideas and a different vision to the organization, also acting as a catalyst. 
Leisure had acquired in house knowledge when it began working with Centerparcs. Employees acted 
as facilitators. Albron had a strong potential to change, and the redefined framework below gives 
these factors visibility in the Evolutionary Adoption Framework. Both Catering and Leisure had a 
strong potential to change and therefore the motive of efficiency provided the units with a strong 
base to implement change. It is however, the constraints that influenced the level of adoption within 
the units. The lack of full adoption within Catering is explained by the constraints present within the 
unit. 
 
Figure 6: A redefined EAF 
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5 Conclusion, recommendation and reflection 
Chapter 5 summarizes the findings from the previous chapters and answers the central question of 
this paper:  
Can the Evolutionary Adoption Framework explain different adoption levels of the rolling forecast 
process in the business units at Albron? 
 
5.1 Conclusion 
In many organizations budgets function as the central coordinating mechanism and remain 
important in providing an overview of predicted versus achieved financial results (Otley, 1999) ; 
(Frow, Marginson, & Ogden, 2010). Operational planning, performance evaluation, communication 
of goals and strategy formulation (Hansen & Stede, 2004) are important reasons why organizations 
continue to budget. Albron certainly places value on the first two aspects. The organization felt that 
its Plan-Do-Check-Act cycle was inefficient and not functioning adequately. The organization was not 
in control and was unable to predict the future performance of the organization and the large 
number of locations that compose it. As pointed out by Libby and Lindsay (2010), many firms are not 
attempting to abandon budgeting but are seeking avenues through which to improve these systems 
and overcome the disadvantages of the traditional budgeting practices. This is also the case at Albron 
which has introduced a rolling forecast seeking to move away from the disadvantages of the 
traditional budgeting system it had used for so long. 
This paper is interested the factors that influence the adoption process of a changed budgeting 
process. Institutional theory plays a strong role when looking at management accounting change and 
the processes involved. Institutionalism is represented in the Evolutionary Adoption Framework 
through the implied constraints in its framework and the motivational choices of actors. A number of 
factors came together and put pressure on Albron to evaluate its internal processes. A changing 
business environment and the general downturn in the economy in The Netherlands externally 
challenged the wellbeing of the organization. Albron lost many clients in this period. Also, a new 
financial director brought new ideas and a fresh perspective on the way the organization should view 
its management control practices. The partnership with Centerparcs brought a new business unit 
with a large revenues accompanied with high losses to the organization. Liguori & Steccolini (2011) 
point out that the internal dynamics of organizations might explain how differentiation in 
organizational fields occurs. Comparison of the Evolutionary Adoption Framework of Catering and 
Leisure provides insight into which factors influenced the change process at Albron and how the 
external effects where filtered through the organization. The internal dynamics of the two business 
units has influenced the adoption levels of the rolling forecast in Albron. 
It is clear that Leisure has more successfully implemented the adjusted process than Catering. The 
process at Catering has not become fully institutionalized. The Evolutionary Adoption Frameworks of 
both units show a number of similarities and relate to Albron in general. Not surprising, considering 
that the two business units are part of the same organization. However, the two business units do 
show different factors which help explain the varied levels of adoption. The main difference becomes 
evident when looking at the preconscious constraints involved, the complexity of the business units, 
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the stability of the unit structure and the role of leadership in the adoption process. Albron has a 
long history as a traditional caterer. Its previous business model was successful in the past but the 
organization has been challenged. The Turn Around Albron program attempted to change the old 
way of working and the rolling forecast was a part of this change in mindset. The way of working at 
Leisure and in particular Centerparcs differs from the Catering business units. Its rules and routines 
lay closer to the desired outcome, which is described as follows:  
“A business must continually adjust to changing circumstances and what is happening around it. How 
do I anticipate this and what effect does this have on our stakeholders? And now that we make the 
rolling forecast each quarter, with the entire organization with all its 800 locations, we are more 
frequently looking at movements in the external environment and our reactions. As a whole the 
response time of the organization has become a lot shorter. We are now constantly forecasting.” 
(Finance & Control Manager Leisure, 17-4-2015) 
The Evolutionary Adoption Framework to a large degree helps explain why the adoption level at 
Leisure is higher than at Catering. However, it may be possible that additional factors originating 
from the accounting change model of Cobb, Helliar & Innes (1995) can improve the understanding of 
the situation. A redefined framwork is proposed in which a process view of change is presented. The 
forces advancing and hindering change are depicted as leading to a potential to change. This 
potential to change fuels the motives described in the original Evolutionary Adoption Framework. 
Momentum to change and leadership are added to the Evolutionary Adoption Framework. Waal, 
Hermkens-Janssen & Ven (2011) concluded that momentum to change needs to be present in an 
organization before its attempts to change its budgeting process. However, it must also be 
recognized that momentum to change is not only important at the start of the adoption but must be 
continually monitored and applied throughout the process to help overcome barriers to change. 
Leadership plays a key role in applying this momentum and succesfully implementing changes. 
Ownership of the adoption process is needed and the workgroup at Leisure showed its usefullness. 
Clear ownership of further evaluation of the rolling forecast at Catering is less evident. Leadership 
has a strong role to play if Catering wants to overcome the barriers to change that are preventing full 
institutionalization within the business unit. 
 
5.2 Recommendations 
The application of the Evolutionary Adoption Framework at Albron leads to the question: 
How could the framework have been used to improve the acceptation of the rolling forecast process 
at Albron? 
The strongest factor revealed in the application of the framework, was that of the preconscious 
constraints present within Catering. The old way of working was strongly institutionalized within in 
the organization. The challenge remains for Albron to adjust the mindset and its accompanying rules 
and routines that still exist in the mind of its employees. It is likely that had Albron used the 
framework beforehand, that the challenge would have become more evident beforehand. It would 
also have helped Albron in revealing the key role of ownership and leadership not only before 
implementation but also during the adoption process. 
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A core implication of the Evolutionary Adoption Framework is the role of rational behavior. Decision 
making is characterized as being constrained by bounded rationality and institutional constraints 
(Waal, Hermkens-Janssen, & Ven, 2011). The adoption process is started from an economic rational 
standpoint. In an interesting article, Kahneman (2003), looks at the way agents make decisions. He 
suggests that agents use two systems when making decisions. The first is intuition and the second is 
reasoning. This system approach to decision making helps explain behavioral aspects present in 
decision making. The redefined Evolutionary Adoption Framework presented here may benefit by 
applying insights from this view point. For example, when looking at influencing the mindsets present 
in an organization and the choices that organizational members make when confronted with 
management accounting change, management should keep in mind that : 
“The central characteristic of agents is not that they reason poorly but that they often act intuitively. 
And the behavior of these agents is not guided by what they are able to compute, but by what they 
happen to see at a given moment.” (Kahneman, 2003) 
 
5.3 Reflection 
The EAF provides the means to look at the internal dynamics of an organization and understand the 
change process of management control practices. The case study methodology aids in this regard by 
filling in the framework and gaining a deeper understanding of the internal workings of an 
organization. There are a number of aspects that may influence the quality of the research results of 
this particular case study. Firstly, all the interviews were undertaken in a two week period while the 
time frame of the study is a number of years. The interviewer asked participants to recollect and 
recall past thoughts and memories pertaining to the decision to change the budgeting process at 
Albron. This paper assumes the accuracy of recollection to be high but ideally it would have been 
better to have performed the interviews at the actual time. Furthermore, all interviews were related 
to employees in financial functions. This gained helpful insight considering that the primary 
responsibility for implementation and development of the new processes lay within the financial 
department, especially the controlling department. There may be bias in the provided answers, 
seeing that interviewee’s replies may not fairly represent thoughts in the rest of the organization. 
Finally, a comparison with another competitor in the food service industry might provide further 
insight into the adoption of the new processes at Albron and may provide further insight into the 
accuracy of importance of internal dynamics in the filtering of external effects (Liguori & Steccolini, 
2011). Albron looks to be a case of successful implementation of the rolling forecast methodology. 
Interesting would be to look at other organizations that have implemented similar budgeting 
techniques to see if the redefined EAF of those organizations have affected adoption in a similar or 
different ways. 
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Appendix 1.1 Interview questions 
Source: (Waal, Hermkens-Janssen, & Ven, 2011) 
 Interview question Source 
   
Introduction to the previous budgeting process  
1 Did your organization previously use a budget? De Waal et al., 2006 
2 What where the main uses of the budget in your 
organization? 
De Waal et al., 2006; Horn 
2002; Horn et al., 1995) 
3 How was your budget made up? De Waal et al., 2006 
4a What functions and/or departments were involved in the 
budgeting process? 
De Waal et al., 2006 
4b Was the definitive budget a result of top-down and bottom-
up iterations? 
De Waal et al., 2006 
4c If yes, how many iterations took place in general? De Waal et al., 2006 
5 How long was the throughput time to determine the budget 
for your organization? 
De Waal et al., 2006 
6 How much time (working days) was required to determine 
and agree upon the budget? 
De Waal et al., 2006 
   
 Satisfaction with the old budgeting process  
7 How satisfied were you with the performance of the 
previous budgeting process (on a scale of 1-5)? 
Neely et al., 2002; De Waal 
et al., 2006) 
8 If you were not fully satisfied, what were the main sources 
of dissatisfaction? 
Neely et al., 2002; De Waal 
et al., 2006;Libby and 
Lindsay, 3002a,b 
   
 Alternatives for the budgeting process  
9 Are you familiar with these alternatives for the budgeting 
process: activity-based budgeting, zero-based budgeting, 
rolling budgets and forecasts, profit planning, beyond 
budgeting?  
Neely et al., 2002; De Waal 
et al., 2006 
10 To what extent? Neely et al., 2002; De Waal 
et al., 2006 
11a Did you examine the potential use of these alternatives for 
your organization? 
Neely et al., 2002; De Waal 
et al., 2006 
11b If yes, who had been involved in this? Neely et al., 2002; De Waal 
et al., 2006 
   
 Making a decision whether or not to change  
14a/
b 
In how far do you think the motives 'efficiency' and 
'legitimacy' were critical for your organization in making the 
choice whether or not to adopt an alternative budgeting 
instrument? 
Van de Ven, 2002, 2003) 
14c Do you think there is interaction between these two motives 
in your organization? If so, why do you think so? 
Van de Ven, 2002, 2003) 
15 Do you think there are different opinions on this subject in 
the organization? If so, why do you think this is the case? 
Van de Ven, 2002, 2003) 
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16 Can decisions regarding the budgeting process be made 
without involving higher management and/or external 
parties? 
Van de Ven, 2002, 2003) 
17 Did you consider hiring an external consultant to assist you 
in the change process? If so, did you involve such a 
consultant from scratch (before having decided upon the 
alternative to be implemented) or only for implementation 
of the change? 
 
   
 The influence of constraints  
18 Was it possible to free sufficient resources to examine 
possible alternatives and was there sufficient knowledge 
about such alternatives? 
Van de Ven, 2002, 2003 
19 Which people should be involved in the examination and 
selection of alternatives? Are these the same parties that are 
also involved in the budgeting process? If not, why not? 
Van de Ven, 2002, 2003 
20 How were the different alternatives compared to each 
other? Were there criteria on the basis of which to judge the 
alternatives or was such criteria be developed? 
Van de Ven, 2002, 2003 
21 Did you know in how far competitors, suppliers and 
customers of your organization were/are implementing 
changes in their budgeting process? Did this help you in 
implementing such a change? Was there a trend with 
respect to alternatives chosen in the industry, as far as you 
are aware of? 
Van de Ven, 2002, 2003; 
Forman and Selly, 2001; 
Roberts and Greenwood, 
1997) 
22 Do you know whether there are others in the organization 
that have experience with one or more of the alternatives? 
Do you think this influences the decision for choosing a 
specific alternative? 
Van de Ven, 2002, 2003; 
Forman and Selly, 2001 
23 In case of expected resistance, is this caused by conflicts of 
interest (for example, a new budgeting process will involve a 
new bonus structure)?  
Van de Ven, 2002, 2003; 
Burns and Scapens, 2000 
24 In how far does lack of knowledge about or lack of 
experience with the change play a role? 
Van de Ven, 2002, 2003; 
Burns and Scapens, 200 
25 Can dedication to 'the way things always have been done' 
play a role? 
Van de Ven, 2002, 2003; 
Burns and Scapens, 2000 
   
Vragen gesteld aan medewerkers van organisaties die bezig waren 
met veranderingen 
 
 The change process and the activities in this process  
26 Who initiated this change process, top management or 
lower management levels? 
Burns and Scapens, 2000 
27 What reasons were given for initiating this change process? Van de Ven, 2002, 2003; 
Forman and Selly, 2001; 
Burns and Scapens, 2000 
28 What was the basis for deciding that a new budgeting 
process was needed? Was there a problem, or did 
somebody note an opportunity for a specific instrument? 
Van de Ven, 2002, 2003; 
Forman and Selly, 2001; 
Burns and Scapens, 2000; 
Neely et al., 2002; De 
Waal, 2002 
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29 Were the change objectives clear from the beginning, or did 
they change during the process? 
Van de Ven, 2002, 2003 
30 Has the change been implemented according to a 
predefined process, or was it less structured? 
Van de Ven, 2002, 2003 
31 Have there been changes in the instrument to be 
implemented during the process? Who initiated such 
changes? Why? 
Van de Ven, 2002, 2003 
32 In how far does the implemented instrument differ from 
what was planned in advance? 
Van de Ven, 2002, 2003 
33 When it was decided that a change in the budgeting process 
was required, were sufficient time and resources available to 
determine what possible solutions could be considered? 
Van de Ven, 2002, 2003; 
forman and Selly, 2001 
34 Was it possible to examine different alternatives and decide 
which one was the best choice? 
Van de Ven, 2002, 2003; 
Forman and Selly, 2001 
35 Which opportunities have been examined and to what 
extent? 
Van de Ven, 2002, 2003; 
Forman and Selly, 2001 
36 Was there sufficient knowledge/expertise available to 
examine these alternatives? If not, were actions taken to 
address this (e.g. hiring a consultant, or an intern)? 
Van den Ven, 2002, 2003; 
Forman and Selly, 2001; 
Corbey and Verstegen, 
2003; Abrahamson, 1991 
37 Were there criteria determined upfront to make the 
selection? If so, what were these criteria? If not, why not? 
Van den Ven, 2002, 2003; 
Forman and Selly, 2001; 
Corbey and Verstegen, 
2003; Abrahamson, 1991 
38 Were there alternative solutions that were considered 
unacceptable for the organization? What were these and 
why were they considered unacceptable? 
Van den Ven, 2002, 2003; 
Forman and Selly, 2001; 
Corbey and Verstegen, 
2003; Abrahamson, 1991 
39 What solution/instrument was selected or which change was 
made? What were the decisive arguments to choose this 
particular instrument? 
Van den Ven, 2002, 2003; 
Forman and Selly, 2001; 
Corbey and Verstegen, 
2003; Abrahamson, 1991 
40 How was the final decision for this instrument made? Was it 
a democratic decision, or did one or a few persons make the 
choice? On the basis of what information was the choice 
made? Was the choice made in accordance with the 
predefined criteria? 
Van den Ven, 2002, 2003; 
Forman and Selly, 2001; 
Corbey and Verstegen, 
2003; Abrahamson, 1991; 
Roberts and Greenwood, 
1997 
41 Was there big pressure on this change pressure, e.g. time 
pressure? How did this influence the process? Did it limit the 
possibilities to search for alternatives? 
Van de Ven, 2002, 2003; 
Fomran and Selly, 2001 
   
 The role of preconscious constraints  
42 Have the implemented changes resulted in significant 
changes in procedures? Can you explain the nature of and 
reason for these changes? 
Van de Ven, 2002, 2003; 
Forman and Selly, 2001; 
Burns and Scapens, 2000 
43 Were these changes in procedures expected beforehand, or 
did they occur throughout the change process? 
Van de Ven, 2002, 2003; 
Burns and Scapens, 2000 
44 In how far did employees have to change their ways of 
working because of the changes? Were these changes 
significant, or were they relatively easy to implement? 
Van de Ven, 2002, 2003; 
Burns and Scapens, 2000 
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45 Did you receive feedback or comments, or did problems 
occur, because employees were having difficulty following 
the new procedures and ways of working? Were changes 
required because of these difficulties? Have they now been 
resolved? 
Van de Ven, 2002, 2003; 
Burns and Scapens, 2000 
   
 The role of post conscious, institutional constraints  
46 Are there any rules and/or regulations that have influenced 
your choice for this instrument? 
DiMaggio and Powell, 
1983; Abrahamson, 1991; 
Van de Ven, 2002, 2003; 
Corbey and Verstegen, 
2003 
47 Would it be possible for the organization to exist without the 
implementation of this instrument, or would it be forced out 
of business over time? 
DiMaggio and Powell, 
1983; Abrahamson, 1991; 
Van de Ven, 2002, 2003; 
Corbey and Verstegen, 
2003 
48 How did you determine which instruments to consider? 
Which parties were involved in this process? How did you 
become aware of the instrument you selected? For example  
did you read about it, or did someone tell you about it 
DiMaggio and Powell, 
1983; Abrahamson, 1991; 
Van de Ven, 2002, 2003; 
Corbey and Verstegen, 
2003 
49 Were there consultants involved in the process? What was 
their role? 
DiMaggio and Powell, 
1983; Abrahamson, 1991; 
Van de Ven, 2002, 2003; 
Corbey and Verstegen, 
2003 
50 Are you aware of any organizations implementing the same 
instrument? Do you think these organizations improved 
their performance after the implementation of the 
instrument? 
DiMaggio and Powell, 
1983; Abrahamson, 1991; 
Van de Ven, 2002, 2003; 
Corbey and Verstegen, 
2003 
   
 Order and interaction of activities  
51 Was it clear from the beginning what kind of instrument the 
organization was looking for? 
Van de Ven, 2002, 2003 
52 Were there specific moments of evaluation during the 
change process? Which factors were taken into account in 
such evaluations? 
Van de Ven, 2002, 2003 
53 Did the evaluations result in a need to reconsider the new 
budgeting instrument to be implemented? If so, what were 
the consequences?  
Van de Ven, 2002, 2003 
54 Have adaptions to the selected instrument been made? Has 
the instrument been made? Has the instrument been 
replaced by another one during the process? 
Van de Ven, 2002, 2003 
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Appendix 1.2 Interview list 
Unit Funtion Date Location 
Leisure Finance and Control 
Manager Leisure 
17-4-2015 De Meern, Office  
Albron CFO 23-4-2015 De Meern, Office 
Catering Business Controller 
Oost 
23-4-2015 De Meern, Office 
Leisure Business Controller 23-4-2015 De Meern, lunchroom 
Catering Finance and Control 
Manager Catering 
24-4-2015 De Meern, Office 
Leisure Finance and Control 
Manager 
Zandvoort/Eemhof 
24-4-2015 De Meern, lunchroom 
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Appendix 1.3 Forecasting actions 
Source: (Hope J. , 2006) 
 Base forecasts on rolling periods of twelve months or more. 
 Make forecasts a light-touch process; base forecasts on a few key drivers, 
 Not masses of detail. 
 Choose the right forecasting horizon. 
 Recognize that forecasts are more accurate at higher levels of aggregation. 
 Set common standards and rules. 
 Ensure that forecasting models are consistent and aligned. 
 Reduce business lead times. 
 Dovetail one forecasting cycle into another. 
 Match the model to the requirement. 
 Use range forecasting. 
 Allow for random variation, but eliminate bias. 
 Carry out postmortems on forecasts to learn how to improve their quality. 
 Transfer ownership to the frontline team. 
 
 
Figure 1. Rolling forecast. Source: (Hope J. , 2006).  
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Appendix 1.4 The process of institutionalization 
Source: (Burns & Scapens, 2000). 
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Appendix 1.5 Changed P&L statement 
Source: Presentatie Benchmark Presentatie 21-3-2013  
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Appendix 1.6 Re-preview implementation 
Source: Presentation – Re-preview version 3.0 TIM 
 
 
 
 
